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Introduction

This is a review of data re¢ferenced in support of label
claims for a product containing 2% Dursban, Hethod of
support 2.D.

Uses o -

cockroaches, ants, silverfish, fireuvitants
?

For control of
crickets and spiders. 12 month residual aclivity claim,

h

Background

Killmaster II (25893-E) is essentially
to the currently reyis ,erbd Killmaster
only in that it contains 25 rather than 1 I
oririnal Xillmaster was submitted ag a 2% formulation,
was reduced in active ingredient when registration was
withheld for reasons of human safety. HNo efficacy data
has apvarently been provided other than that previously
mitted in support of 26693-1

an identical product
(26}93-1), differing
Durspan, The

sut

sub--

Data Summary

See attached xerox sheets.
Thie followinz is a brief summary of the data enclosed in Jacket
25693-1

a. WARF Institute Test dated April 16, 1375

This test was designed to de similar to the proposed CSHA

lucite ring test. The test method differed primarily

that no hides were provided to allow for avoidance. Painted

pvlywood pancls ere the only panels tested. The panels vere

aged nine months, method of 2zin; not specified, prior v
esting. After 48 .ours exposure, the average mortality

coanted in the 10 reglicates of 10 german cockroaches cach

was 57%. Seventy-two hour exposure providud 95% mortallty.
b. WARF Institute test dated June &4, 1974
ilo deseription of the test method was yrovided, It is

assumed that the test was similar to that already descrioed;
differinz in that the panels were unpainted ;lywood which !
were aged sixX months rather than nine. The formulation tested

was the currently registersd 1. The preceeding test was
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undertzken utilizinz the procosed 25 formulatisn, Average
mortality recordcd at 48 hours was bGs, Seventy-two hour
mortality was not recorded due to there bein; considerable
mortality experienced in the control groujs.

c. Universicy of Arizéna letter dated Scptember 20, 1973.
This leiter und an attached data summary deal with th: results

obtained from household applications., .The lebiter is largely
a

testimonial in nature, vroviding no acce tadle duia, The
results rrovidad oy the sumwmry ol btuc houszehold tesls are,
likewiss, of llmlcvd vliaua, The infestation ratings pro-

vided by the summary were the result of only visual observations.
Pretreatment trapr counts may not be related to trap »ountg made
after the application of the pesticide due tw the pretreatment
counts having oeen made over a 72 hour .oriod while suoseruent
post-treatment counts were tae resuli oi only 24 hour exposure,

d. Posiiive Insact Exterminators, Inc. letters dated o July
1970, 26 Auzust 1970, 27 lay 1971, 16 July 1971, 18 January 1972,
7 February 1972, 7 July 1972 and 29 Septemder 1972

These letters yprovide brief histories of individual premises
treated with the 1% Killmaster formulation. They are essentially
testimonial in nature and previde no suprortive data. They

do provide, however, scrne insight into the method and site of
arplication under actual use conditions. while not specified

on the proposszd label, surfaces of concrete, bdlock, ceramic

tile and vinyl appear to be unavoidable application sites.

Conclusions

There is no doubt that this product possesses biological activity
with respect to cockroaches, Likewise, there exists litile doubt
that residual control may be effected by its use. The duration
of this residual control, however, is suspect. There is strong
reason to belicve that the claimed 12 month activity could not be
effected on such surfacas as vinyl tile, concrete ani masonery
block. Althoush a 15 companion formulation had a claim for six
month residual activiiy accepted on the casis of the dute cited
in this review, an cxtension of tnis claim to the 24 rroduct is
unwarrzntzd. (The data contained in the Jackct, under current
Seciion 3 re"qlablons, would not support the claims made foc the
registered 15 sroduct.) Residual activity data wust ve accrucd from
the testin: of such surfaces as vinyl tile, concrete, and glass,

metal or ceramic tile. The test nethod must be so designed as to allow

for the ready avoidance oi the treated ganels. \

No data was provided for ants, silverfish, firebrants, crickets or



spiders,

silverfish, crickets and spiders. It is unlikely, howsver,

that a product of this nalure could provide the claimed conirol of
ants., Should the claim be altered to aids in reducing ant
populations or a similar claim not specifically implying control,
testing need only provide vroof of continued bioclozical

activity over the duration of the residusl activity claim,

Iinimal data would o¢ reguired to supgort claims for

202.1 Claims Supported by the data submitted

The claim for control of cockroaches is acceptable. MNo clainm,
however, may be made with respect to bhe duration of activity.

202.2 Clains nolt swrwortel 5y the data subniited
: P > g

M= 12 month residual activitr clai~ is act acceznirvle.
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Data must ose suomiited which demenstirates continued iroduct
efficacy through tne duration of the claimed reriod, In

addition, test panels of cencrete, vinyl tile and glass, metal

or ceramic tile must be incorporated into the residual aciivity

test vrograr., The tests must be so designed as to allow free choice
of treated and untreated areas >y the insects. Sufficieni food and
water rust be nade available,

o The claims for control of silvorfish, firebrunts, crickets and
A spiders are not accentzble,

Data demonstrating biological activity against each of the avove

. species must be subnitted. Residual activity date need not
be generated as tne data obtained f{rom cockroach testing ray
be bridged.

e , The claim for control of ants is not acceptavle,

L claim for control implies the c¢liminztion of tne [ esit, wh
the case of ants would include the destruction of the colon
As this product is not readily transporied dack to the colony,

it is unlikely that a claim for control may be supported oy

data, iith the provision of basic viological activity datia, how-
ever, a lesser claim may de acceptavle.
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202.3.1 PFH Note

The co.ments contained in sections 202.1 and 202.2 should D2
preceeded by an indication to the registrant that he must show
cause for increasing the active ingredient of his product.

This may be accomplished by demonstrating more rapid ¢limination
of the claimed vests, extended residual activity or other oenefit
to the user. Data wust be provided to support whatever osenefit is
claimed.
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